) deserves all credit for being the first to address this distinction, its textual listing is not complete and it will not serve as a scholarly edition.
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For a classical summary of this theme see the 'Vorbemerkung' [1920] , [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] .
Max Weber in the Netherlands 1903-1907
359 3 6 0 Peter Ghosh could drum up out of the soil a particular economic development in this way; that Siberian Baptists would inevitably become wholesalers, and Calvinist inhabitants of the Sahara industrialists -such an opinion will hardly be attributed to me.' 8 Nonetheless, he was quite as much a universal and 'sociological' thinker as he was an historical one: specific contexts were important, but they could be transcended. Calvinist causation might not be linked to a capitalist outcome like a rod to a piston, but still Weber adhered to the view that the psychological impact of ascetic religiosity -its tendency to produce 'a virtuoso capitalistic, acquisitive sense' -was the same 'wherever it has appeared' [XX.8] . This is what he meant when in a famous (but much misinterpreted) term he talked of an 'inner' or 'elective affinity' between ascetic Protestantism and capitalism [XX.11, 54; XXI.56]. So: given a location at the heart of the Occident -a wider rationalizing Kultur which favoured capitalism in so many other respects besides that of the religious ethic -the expectation that there might be an achieved capitalist outcome in the Dutch case was entirely reasonable. According to Weber's own definition: ascetic Protestantism ought to take effect anywhere where 'the possibility of capitalist development was generally present in the area in question.' 9 So here again, we might expect a quite central treatment of the Netherlands. But if we ask whether these expectations are met in the text of the PE as written in 1904-1905, the answer must be No. There are indeed a sizeable number of 'Dutch' references throughout the text; nor does Weber omit some consideration of the problem of Dutch capitalism. Yet any talk of there being a specifically Dutch character or centrality in the argument of the original PE would be misplaced. By comparison with the amount and graphic quality of the attention devoted to England and America, or even to Germany -an ascetic failure but (curiously) a belated capitalist success -the Netherlands is virtually an absentee. Here is a marked paradox. And yet it is not the only paradox at work since, despite this general truth, some of the additions Weber made to the revised text of the PE published in 1920 do tend to highlight local Dutch peculiarity. Without actually subverting the original structure, they certainly represent a cross-current. Clearly there are major unanswered questions here, and to answer them we must examine Max Weber's encounter with the 17th century Dutch past and also with his 20th century Dutch present. In doing so the history of the PE emerges in a fresh light at a point which hitherto has been almost entirely neglected: the years immediately after its first publication. conventional belief in 18th century Dutch stagnation: that, however advanced Dutch capitalism might have appeared in the 17th century, this was a tendency that had not been sustained and developed thereafter, as it had in England. Thus from the outset a set of unobtrusive but persistent statements make clear his belief in Dutch capitalist deficiency. It was a Dutch sea-captain who 'wanted to go halfway through hell for profit, even if he singed his sails' [XX.20], but this was a kind of self-condemnation, since naked greed and high risk were not rational capitalist procedures according to Weber. The Leiden textile manufacturer and political theorist, Pieter de la Court, is invoked as a proponent of low wages in industry, whereas Weber, adopting the avowedly left liberal and 'democratic' perspective of his day, 10 holds that high wages best conduce to rational capitalist maximization of productivity; and in his most general pronouncement, he states that 'the great monied men in the Netherlands were overwhelmingly not adherents of a strictly observant Calvinism, but Arminians' [XX.22, 26 n.1]. Having thus sidelined the Dutch in Part I, he offers only fairly brief reflections in Part II of the text to explain the deficient capitalist ethic of the Dutch bourgeoisie: they were rentiers and patricians rather than aggressive industrial capitalists; they bought into a feudal nobility; and they helped create a traditionalist rural peasantry via land reclamation. All of these features diverted their energies away from a thrusting, rationalising urban sphere. Political and economic stagnation was paralleled by the decline of radical Calvinism and the promotion of religious toleration after the death of Maurits of Nassau in 1625. [XXI.42 n.78; 94-95, 102-103] In his own day Weber nurtured just the same 'backward' image of the Dutch, as can be seen from his contacts with his Fallenstein and Bunge relatives in Amsterdam. They helped run a tobacco import company, working only very short hours and relying almost exclusively on a 'colossal' inherited capital with otherwise 'ancestral' business methods; the psychological backdrop to this was an atmosphere of physical comfort and ethical laxity.
11
This was almost a replica of the depiction in the PE of a capitalist business structure minus that spirit of capitalism which was introduced into Germany ca. 1850 -a sketch which also derived from Weber's relatives, this time in Oerlinghausen [XX.27-28]. However, the modern Dutch stood lower than this in that they produced nothing -and in his assumption that authentic capitalism was industrial and productive, and not merely financial and mercantile, Weber was a true Marxist [6] [7] [8] . So on the scale of capitalist evolution, the Dutch were well behind even the soft and gemütlich Germans [XXI.39]. But though they may not have embodied modern capitalism, the religious and ascetic credentials of the Dutch would still appear to be strong. Yet Weber dismisses this idea in a line: 'Holland was really only ruled by strict Calvinism for seven years,' between the Synod of Dort and the death of Maurits of Nassau (1618-1625). [XXI.102] Of course, a mere epigram could hardly get around the fact that Calvinism was a major religious presence in Dutch society for a much longer period; that (as we shall see) Weber's principal theological sources, Gisbert Voetius and Johannes Hoornbeek, date 3 6 2 Peter Ghosh from well after 1625; or that any site of Calvinist rule (or Herrschaft), however brief, might be worth further inquiry. But though such apparently obvious objections were left unanswered in 1905, the intellectual procedure underlying Part II of the PE offers an explanation for this apparent casualness: a specifically Dutch presence in the text and a more penetrating inquiry into Dutch problems are set aside, because the mode of inquiry is not national or geographical, but international and psychological. As Weber put it when replying to criticism in 1910: 'the task which I chose was… in the first place to establish not where and with what degree of strength, but how and through what inner chain of motivations specific formulations of the Protestant faith were placed in a position to take effect… in the way they did.'
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The force of this idea can be seen at almost every point. Thus after the opening pages of Part II, with their apparent pronouncements of Dutch centrality, there follows an exploration of the psychological model of Calvinist predestination with little reference to countries, and with almost no reference to the Dutch at all. 13 (1857) (1858) , and the Roman lawyer J. C. Naber's study of the struggles between church and state, Calvinist of libertijnsch? (1884). None will be cited again. Partly this arises from the somewhat casual choice of particular items. For example, Fruin's work stands somewhat apart from the investigative frame of reference of the PE, given that its concerns are primarily political and predate the era of the early 17th century Kulturkampf which most interested Weber. The same can be said of Pierson, since the PE focusses not on Calvin but subsequent 'Calvinism'. [XXI.6 n.5] However, the major point is that, as a result of his comparative ignorance of Dutch literary culture, Weber is here citing a set of liberal authors, with two out of the three (Fruin, Pierson) well known outside the Netherlands. 18 They were in fact authors who were intellectually sympathetic and accessible to liberal circles outside the Netherlands, the circles Weber grew up and moved in. Thus they were secular by background and method (Fruin, Naber); they sought actively to diminish the significance of religious allegiance in politics (Fruin); or else in the case of Pierson, having grown up in the Dutch Reformed Church they had left it, and now stood for a liberal modernism in theology in direct opposition to Calvinism. But this kind of anti-religious liberalism was quite unusable in the PE, given its concern to show the fruitfulness of the religious 16 To Marianne Weber, 7.6.03, 'Dahlem Nachlaß'. Of course Weber could read in Dutch, as much as anyone can who can read German, but he admitted his resistance to speaking it -an obvious test of any deeper intimacy with the language: Briefe 7.8.07. 17 Another tell-tale sign of Weber's lack of Dutch knowledge, and of the random way in which it was acquired, is that his acquaintance with Hendrik Niklaes, the Dutch founder of the past in shaping the secular present. When Pierson's work is dismissed as 'a purely anti-Calvinist, partisan text', this is not because it is an Arminian work, as an unwary reader might suppose -we shall see that Weber could be interested in both sides of the 'Kulturkampf' -but because of its secular hostility to Calvinism. Yet if these authors were of little use to Weber, they do provide a clue to his approach, since they show that the real foundations of any Dutch inquiry at this date were not specifically Dutch but international. Weber's real and working 'Dutch' sources in 1904-1905 were either German or Latin. His major primary sources included Gisbert Voetius's Ta Asketika (1664), and when that failed him (due to the inadequacies of the interlibrary loan service) [XXI.3 n.3, 75 n.2], he turned to a pupil of Voetius, Johannes Hoornbeek and his Theologiae practicae (1663). 19 Of course these were most emphatically Dutch authors, who aroused relatively little attention elsewhere in Protestant Europe, whereas at home they engaged in a renewed religious Kulturkampf against Cocceius and his followers after c.1655. Yet this national context is ignored in the PE due to Weber's insistence that significant religious dispute had ended in 1625. 20 Instead he implicitly -or unthinkingly -places them within a cosmopolitan and international Protestant discourse, which was a mirror of his own composite concept, 'ascetic Protestantism'. For though the latter is initially expounded in individual sections (on Calvinism, Pietism, Methodism, Täufer), the telos of the account is the avowed fusion of all the local or national sources into a single whole in the final section of the PE, so as to 'treat of ascetic Protestantism as one collective mass.' [XXI.74 cf. 2 n.2] It might be said that the same principle also applies to Weber's other major primary sources, and this is true. However, in the case of his major English and German authors (Baxter, Barclay, Bayly, Spener) a firm sense of national and local context accompanies them throughout the 17th century and even into the 18th century, 21 24 Thus for Weber the significance of Rembrandt's Saul and David (c.1655) -the picture which moved him more than any other -lay once more in its revelation of the relation between ascetic Protestantism and modern Kultur. Rembrandt was the embodiment of 'the mighty effect' of 'the Puritan idea'; he was a 'Protestant soul grown up in freedom and poverty.' 25 Here indeed Weber was prepared to draw on Neumann's description of Rembrandt's Dutch milieu, but only with a view to proving that 'Puritanism contained within it a world of contrasts', and that the artist was, after all, a 'unique genius', an exception to the innate contradiction between Puritan asceticism and the fine arts [XXI. [96] [97] . 26 Of course, Weber was also being conventionally German and international in another sense, since his enthusiasm for Rembrandt, though scrupulous and suitably qualified, was really just another drop in the great tide of Rembrandt enthusiasm sweeping Germany in the last two decades of the 19th century -a tide which raised him from being a mere Dutch master to a central figure in the canon of Western art as defined by German art historians. 
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Now this was a real advance on his visits in 1903 which, despite such accidental byproducts as the viewing of Rembrandt, were intended solely for purposes of rest.
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Yet 1906-1908 was the only period when Weber did any new work on the PE within its original framework -that is, the specifically 17th century origins of ascetic Protestantism, which would then give way to the much wider perspective that came to fruition in 1913-1914, embracing the entire Occident and Christianity as units within a comparison of the 'world religions' throughout recorded history. So by the time he returned to the PE in the summer of 1919, to cast it into the form in which it has now come down to us, he regarded both it and the essay on 'the Protestant sects' as 'older' essays [12] -meaning that neither could offer a history of Occidental Christianity as a whole, because they were locked into the original, narrower structure. However, since Weber could not change the structure of the PE without destroying it, the net result is that 'older' revisions from 1906-1908 continue to bulk large in the cumulative revisions to the PE published in 1920; and references to the Netherlands bulk large within that group. These Dutch references thus draw our attention to a quite fundamental aspect of the 28 . This is a major research finding which stems from my work for a forthcoming Englishlanguage edition of The Protestant Ethic (Oxford University Press), and which could easily consume an essay in itself. Please note here: 1 the obvious textual closesness of the essay on the sects to its immediate and dateable precursor, ''Kirchen' und 'Sekten' in Nordamerika', Die Christliche Welt, XX, Sp.558-562, 577-583 (14, 21 June 1906); 2 the heavy reliance in 'the Protestant sects' on bibliography which was already available to Weber when he originally composed the PE in 1904-1905; 3 the citation of Dutch materials which must have derived from Weber's trip to the Netherlands in 1907; 4 a conceptual framework confined to the 17th century and ascetic Protestantism, which is shared with the original text of the PE but which (it is agreed) was abandoned after 1910; 5 although there are signs of subsequent textual revision in 1919, parallel to those made to the PE at this date, these are exceedingly slight. 29 Briefe 17.8.07. Weber intended to spend a week in Amsterdam working, though when he lost a day due to a bad night (ibid., 22.8.07), he extended his time there. On Leiden see ibidem, 3.8.07, 2-3.9.07. 30 Weber went to Scheveningen (the coastal resort of the Hague) for a fortnight in June 1903 and for a further week in October; in 1907 he spent a whole month (26 July -28 August) based around Zandvoort, Egmond aan Zee and Amsterdam (in that order). -Prof. Hartmut Lehmann, who is editing the PE for the MWG, asserts that Weber used his 1903 Dutch holidays for 'literary researches'; but his claim is unsubstantiated (so far). In particular there is no reference of this kind in the transcripts of his 1903 Dutch correspondence in the Dahlem Nachlaß: Max Webers 'Protestantische Ethik' (Göttingen, 1996) 148 n.13. textual history of the PE. We have grown used to regarding the PE as a text which appears in two states: that of 1904-1905 and that of 1920. But though in publishing terms this is an evident truism, seen as a statement about the genesis of the text, it is radically false. The textual changes which were first printed in 1920 did not all derive from Weber's hasty revision in the summer of 1919; 31 so they do not reflect a simple switch from an 'early' text to a 'later' one, where the latter reflects the viewpoint derived from writing Economy and Society and the 'Economic Ethics of the World Religions.' On the contrary, materials for revision accumulated throughout the period 1906-1919. In the vast majority of cases the origin and intellectual rationale of Weber's textual revisions is quite clear, and they can be broken down into distinct categories. Of these, erudite references to 17th century Protestantism deriving from work done in 1906-1908, often developed from or even re-using literature already available in 1904-1905, make up much the largest category when measured by the number of new insertions into the text -though they lose this primacy if measured by aggregate word length. 32 But in any case it must be understood that the canonical complete text which is so widely read today is in fact a historical composite, based on a number of strata, in which a hitherto wholly neglected, 'early' phase of work, dating from 1906-1908, is a central component. Now Weber's primary intellectual concern in 1906-1908 was not so much to revise the PE -he saw no great need for this -but to develop and supplement it by an inquiry into the nature of the Protestant sects. This was an inquiry he had always intended to pursue as a sequel to the PE, and it is plainly announced as the first of several future 'tasks' at the close of that work: 'The task now is rather to demonstrate the significance of ascetic rationalism for the ethical substance of the social economy, something only touched upon in the preceding sketch; hence [its significance] for the mode of organization and the function of social communities from the conventicle right up to the state' [XXI.109]. In this statement 'sects' and 'churches' are the missing middle terms between two outer extremes: the 'conventicle' -the informal group which remains within a church framework and which has not yet expanded to become 31 The primary time frame for this revision (setting aside further emendations at the proof stage) falls between 21 June 1919, when Weber moved from Heidelberg to Munich, and 11 Sept. 1919, when Weber told Siebeck that the manuscript of the revised PE was finished (MWG I/19.44). In this same period Weber had worked on the extensive revisions to Confucianism (loc. cit.), and he had also had to lecture on 'The most general categories of the science of society' (M. Weber, Lebensbild, 671; trans. Zohn, 660), since there had been an additional university semester for ex-servicemen. The amount of time left for the PE does not appear to be very great. 32 This is a fundamental documentary point which can only properly be tested by examining an edition of the PE which shows the two strata of the text simultaneously and down to the smallest detail (such as I propose). Until that edition appears the reader will note that 1 I posit a clear hypothesis, which can be checked against the texts; 2 it is backed by Weber's own testimony; 3 the Dutch cases specified below are all examples of, and evidence for, the 'early' revisions which I postulate. -The revisions which must be supposed to date from 1919 are -as we might expect -very different in nature, being general and conceptual disquisitions rather than scholarly insertions, designed to take account of Weber's shifting and developing viewpoints on both religion and capitalism. There is then a third category, scholarly and precise once more, representing an accumulation of individual findings commonly deriving from new publications, and first recorded by Weber in the years 1908-1914. an avowed voluntary 'sect' [221] -and the 'state' which is still more purely institutional than any 'church'. The sect was in turn the ancestor of the modern 'club' and voluntary association [214] [215] , and taken all together such an inquiry was a central component of the elaboration of ascetic Protestantism in its specifically social context, an area which the PE had explicitly eschewed [eg.XXI.72]. Yet this was a different area of work with a distinct focus, and in the modern day especially it did not necessarily lead him to areas with the most pronounced modern capitalism [219], but rather to places with the most obviously developed sects and modern mass religiosity. So although seventeenth century England may have provided an historical root for this inquiry, impressions of present day rural America and the Netherlands were at least as powerful. Travel impressions of America in 1904 provided the starting point for his first discussion of the sects in the spring of 1906; 33 but once Weber had received such a powerful stimulus to look at specifically modern sectarianism independent of its links to capitalism, he could hardly avoid reflecting on the Dutch case when he went there in 1907, since neo-Calvinism under the leadership of Abraham Kuyper supplied by far the most important example of a modern mass Protestant social movement in the whole of Europe. The Catholic Christian Social movement of Karl Lueger in Vienna, to say nothing of its Dutch Catholic equivalent, though to our eyes obviously comparable, aroused no interest in Weber. Nor, equally noticeably, did the popular Protestantism of the Francophone Swiss cantons, though its contacts with Dutch neoCalvinism must have been known to him. (This latter case tends to confirm the signs that Weber's cultural horizons were marked not merely by the Protestant-Catholic divide, but also by the Romance-Germanic one in language.) 34 But within a Protestant and Germanic context Kuyper's well-known achievements -the founding of his own political party in 1879, the leadership of a 'sectarian' secession from the established church in 1886, and attainment of the post of Dutch Minister President between 1901 and 1905 -took on obvious significance for Weber. In his eyes this was a variant of sectarian voluntarism, even if its inherited (religious) or newly created (political) institutional structures remained very important [220 n.2]; more obviously it was a successful, mass Protestant, 'Christian-Social' movement in stark contrast to the crashing failure of the German liberal Protestants led by Friedrich Naumman, to whom Weber had been close in the 1890s. 35 . This was peculiarly significant given Weber's repeated emphasis that the maxim of 'honesty is the best policy' was central to the 'spirit' of capitalism [XXI,71, 107 n.83a], since it pointed to the (deeply paradoxical) conclusion that, despite their lack of an adequate modern capitalism, the Dutch people could still represent the capitalist ethic. Now it would be unrealistic to suppose that, concealed in the notes, these modest insertions should have attracted much attention. (On the other hand, the idea that Weber's notes are any less important as an indication of his views than the main text is a grave misconception: except when they are simply references, the notes must be regarded as a secondary panel of text.) Still they do mean that in the '1920' text with which most readers are familiar, the section on Calvinism in particular acquires a Dutch patina of the kind that one would in ignorance have expected to be there all along. More prominent, and sending out a louder cultural signal to the readership of Weber's day, are a set of inserted references to the modern Netherlands. When these are supplemented -as they must be -by the parallel references in the essay on the 'Protestant sects', they comprise a succinct catalogue of the entire canon of Dutch neo-Calvinism from the French Revolution onwards (even if, like all canons, this was a retrospective creation, which is not to be taken as an accurate historical rendering of its alleged subject). by Kuyper, but also by Hendrik Hogerzeil, focussing on the great disruption, the Doleantie or 'protest' of 1886, that led in 1892 to the formation of the separatist or (in Weber's eyes) 'sectarian' Reformed Churches in the Netherlands. 38 Of course, these sources are contemporary and not historical, just as Kuyper himself had no pretensions to be a historian, however important the appeal to Calvinist tradition might be, and for this reason he will not be mentioned in the revisions to the PE. Nonetheless, the distinction between the PE and the 'Protestant sects' essay is really only that between two sides of the same coin. Thus both pieces refer to Kuyper's precursor, Groen van Prinsterer [226 n.1], who was both a contemporary publicist like Kuyper and a historian as well. If we examine the Dutch bibliography inserted in the PE's bibliographical survey note on Calvinism in 1920 [88 n.1], Groen's work is now the centrepiece of what Weber considers necessary. Two of the three works mentioned are of real importance: one is a large, general historical compendium, the Handboek der geschiedenis van het vaderland (1852), whilst the other is an essentially contemporary statement, designed as an analysis and a kind of manifesto for the 'anti-revolutionary party' within the Dutch church, a party readily identified in retrospect as the stage immediately prior to Kuyper's formation of a mass political party: Le parti anti-révolutionnaire et confessionel dans l'église réformée des Pays-Bas (1860). Its subject, as Weber frankly acknowledges, is 'modern Holland;' and hence the subtitle 'étude d'histoire contemporaine.' This inextricable mix of historicity and modernity is apparent in Weber's other new Dutch sources which, even when they are not Calvinist, all share the common feature that they are neither secular nor liberal. They comprise (first) Wilhelmus Nuyens (1823-1894), the Catholic country doctor and a prolific 'empirical' expositor of wellknown data within an explicitly confessional framework. His general histories, first for the period 1559-1598, and then -the period of interest to Weber -for 1598-1625 constitute an early restatement of a Catholic position suitable for the 19th century analogous to that of neo-Calvinism. 39 We might say that we see here some historiographical origins of verzuiling. The next is H. C. Rogge, author of a study of the Remonstrant leader Uytenbogaert, 40 himself the scion of a family with longstanding Remonstrant (or Arminian) loyalties and a Remonstrant preacher for twenty years , though it would be unwise to suppose he did not look at them. If he did, then failure to cite was presumably because the coverage here was simply too general and went well beyond consideration of the sectarian principle (10, 37). The lectures include much that Weber would have agreed with, but they also include Kuyper's distinctly unWeberian thinking on a universal or 'common grace' alongside 'particular grace' (30); whilst the treatment of the believers' church -the essential sectarian principle (75-97) -was something Weber found covered with more passion and more attention to precise Dutch circumstances in the 1886 pamphlets. (1856-1877). It is true that he did become librarian (1877) and then a professor at the University of Amsterdam (1890), because Arminianism was undoubtedly held to be more congenial to the hegemonic liberalism of this period; still he was not a secular and wissenschaftlich liberal, but rather a pious remembrancer of the early 17th century. 41 Finally, there is one significant German source. But whereas in 1904-1905 Weber's German sources used Dutch materials to German ends, here the concern is truly Dutch and the book in question was itself translated from German into Dutch and not the other way round. This was the record of August Köhler's youthful travels as a theology student in the Netherlands in 1855, 42 offering a sympathetic, religiously informed picture of 'grassroots' Dutch religious life in the mid-century -Köhler himself (b.1835) was no theological liberal but an intelligent conservative. 43 It is a work that Weber refers to repeatedly. 44 Of course, none of this should be taken as implying that Weber had simply become illiberal -Robert Fruin and Allard Pierson are not deleted from the suggested reading. Nonetheless, it is clear that there has been a major shift in Weber's Dutch perspective away from that of an instinctive liberalism towards modern Calvinism or its religious antitheses -and this within just two years of the first publication of the PE. As I have suggested, the shift was triggered by the combined impact of modern America and the Netherlands upon him, but it also finds roots in his own intellectual make-up. After all, Weber's critique of liberalism, both in Germany and in general, was already well entrenched, as will be clear from the assaults in the original PE on 'Liberal 'enlightenment''; on its 'rose-tinted' optimism; and on the naïve pursuit of 'eudaemonistic' happiness, based on the crass assumption of a simple, normative and progressive rationalism [XX.30, 35; XXI.108] -and such thinking had also been a staple of Weber's early maturity in the 1890s. 45 He had not abandoned liberalism; but he knew very well that it must move on to cope with the modern challenges of socialism and -as we see here -nascent Christian democracy.
The main text of the PE is relatively little affected by Weber's new Dutch thinking with one significant exception. In the '1920' text there appear a series of references to the idea of evangelical 'revivals' and 'general awakening' as phenomena which occur throughout the Protestant world -in England, North America and in 'Holland' -and which have lasted from the 17th through to the 19th century. [90, 101 n.2, 130, 149] The inclusion of the province of Holland here -despite the previously announced capitalist and ascetic deficiency of the Dutch -and the continuation of the argument forward to the 19th century -despite previous concentration on the 17th century, and a concern to emphasise the overall 'secularization' of European and even American Kultur since then 46 new and somewhat divergent concerns have been largely restricted to the notes, just as they are in the essay on the 'Protestant sects' and again in the 'anti-critical' writings of 1910. 47 But even in this restricted form Weber's modern, Dutch and 'sectarian' enthusiasms bring major problems for the PE, since this was a text originally designed to exclude and not to accommodate such subjects. Seen purely empirically, there is an obvious gain in that Weber now recognises the continuous presence of orthodox Calvinism throughout Dutch history from the early 17th century onwards. On the other hand, there is an obvious confusion and conflation of terms when Weber seeks to fuse the Dutch 'Réveil' movement inaugurated in 1822-1823 with Anglo-American evangelical 'revivalism' of the period c.1780-1860. Yet the likeness in labels conceals profound differences in historical substance. The first was a species of Protestant Romanticism, being Continental, cosmopolitan (it was triggered by Francophone Switzerland), literary and intellectual. It can be viewed as a form of Protestant retreat into the past, analogous to the more common Romantic flight from Protestantism to a Catholic medievalism, and hence its well-known attraction of converts from Judaism in the shape of Isaac da Costa and Abraham Capadose [226 n.1]. Yet in all these respects it was worlds away from English-speaking Protestant evangelicalism, which, by its primary emphasis on personal piety, was in principle anti-intellectual, with no interest in history. In this respect, it is noticeable that Groen, with his strong Romantic and literary tendencies, and staunch adhesion to a state-church connection (even if he could allow that the latter was also 'an independent corporation' of the former) could be accused by his opponents of representing high church Puseyism. This was of course an error, but still it indicates just how far removed he was in fact from an English-speaking evangelicalism which regarded Puseyism as something close to Satan. 48 Again, in Anglo-American 'revivalism' the only relevant conversion was not that between religions but the personal experience of rebirth which brought the individual into direct contact with God. Given such characteristics it took on a populist social profile -in Weberian language that of the Mittelstand or petit bourgeois 49 -which was far removed from that of the cultural and patrician elite of religious Romanticism. At birth it did have a Continental link to Dutch and German Pietism, and this must be Weber's justification for seeking to group the two together. Yet the link was solely one of origin, and it was not sustained subsequently, during the classic era of English 'revivals' and American 'awakenings'. In any case, Pietism was at least as far removed socially and culturally from elite Romanticism as from Anglophone evangelicalism. In short, Weber's attempt to group the two forms of 'revival' was analogous to his parallel and almost equally mistaken attempt to group Isaac da Costa with Hendrik de Cock; the Portugese Jewish convert with the rustic originator of the first modern secession of Calvinist old believers from the Dutch Reformed Church in 1836, as if they were identical peas in a pod [102 n.2].
But however important our retrospective and empirical objections may be, Weber was much more concerned about the conceptual problems he could see for himself; and these problems are surely one important reason, though by no means the only one, for the silent abandonment of the PE as a publishing project in 1908. 50 Weber's new interest in a modern and mass Dutch Calvinism had created two major difficulties. First, it cast doubt on the view advanced in the original PE, that there had been insufficient Calvinist penetration in the Netherlands to bring about the rise of an ascetic capitalist stratum: if this was so, how could Calvinism be so well established nearly 300 years later? It also appeared to run contrary to a major thesis of his writings on the sects: that due to secularization the historical moment for modern European (and even modern American) sectarianism was now past [212] [213] . To the second objection, at least, Weber had a kind of answer, though it is given in the 'Protestant sects' and not the PE. For him 19th century Dutch Calvinism was not actually a modern phenomenon at all, but a symptom of the essentially constant and unchanging nature of Dutch society and Kultur. When staying in the Netherlands in 1907 he wrote that 'here history appears to sleep. There is much which is just as Jan van der Meer painted it 300 years ago.' 51 Now this was not merely a tourist observation about windmills, canals and the rural landscape: when did Weber ever make purely casual or unthinking tourist observations? 52 The same thinking underlies his view of the 'ancestral' business methods of his Fallenstein relatives in Amsterdam. 53 Hence it was possible for him to state that the opposition of the 'orthodox' Dutch secessionists in 1886 -a lay group led by lay elders such as Kuyper -to the liberal ministers of the Dutch Reformed Church, 'was in essence exactly the contrast between [moderate] Presbyterians and [orthodox] Independents in the 16th century. ' [226] In another formulation, Kuyper was merely 'following on from Voët' in the 17th century [220 n.2]. So although Weber was prepared to allow that 'neo-Calvinism in Holland is indeed a structure with a very modern cross-grain', still to view it as simply modern was a 'fairly strange assertion.' Regardless of any revisions in his viewpoint since 1905, he continued to hold that the fundamental determinant of this 20th century movement lay in the 'sacrosancta synodus' of Dordrecht. 54 Yet if one accepted this argument, one would have to ask why Weber was interested in modern Dutch Calvinism at all, when his chief interest in the sects was historical, and when his main argument for the modern period was that they had been, or would in the Dutch case, ultimately be secularized. Nor did it remove his other difficulty, 50 Here is another major research finding: 'major' because its significance is so great and has been wholly ignored to date. The last mention of revision and separate publication of the PE as a potential project is in Briefe 27.7.08; thereafter there is epistolary silence. the subversion of the relation between ascetic Protestantism and capitalism. Consider here his views on Amsterdam. His new-found anxiety to defend the continuity of Dutch religious life through to the most modern times led him to assert in 1910 (against his critic Rachfahl) that it might not be pure chance that Kuyper's neo-Calvinism found its origins in ''unbelieving' Amsterdam', even though in the PE he had highlighted 17th century Amsterdam as a mercantilist and materialist centre of religious toleration at odds with radical Calvinism -a passage which remained unaltered in 1920. 55 Weber hoped to get out of this dilemma by positing a previously unsuspected Calvinist 'minority' in Amsterdam in the centuries after 1625 (though he himself had portrayed this as an era of religious decay), which resurfaced due to Kuyper in 1886. Clearly this was special pleading, and only the hagiographer will suppose that all criticism of the PE has been based on misreading, or that all Weber's 'anti-critical' defences are empirically robust. Special pleading about Amsterdam was then made general by appeals to the 'half-broken Puritanism of Holland' and a picture of Dutch Kultur as riven by the 'most profound contrasts' between the religiously zealous and the indifferent, contrasts that had existed 'in essentials up till today.'
56 Now the idea of sharp contrasts within a national Kultur was indeed a favourite with Weber, and one which he had already invoked in 1904 in the English case (as between Roundheads and Cavaliers). 57 Still there was little point in invoking subtleties of this kind when he himself was not a research historian unpicking a crude holism, but an inter-disciplinary social scientist (and emergent 'sociologist') whose perspective was really international and not intranational. Not only this, but the same thesis of national 'contrasts' was being used to justify radically contrary historical outcomes: capitalist success in England, capitalist failure in the Netherlands. Invoking 'contrasts' was in fact an implicit confession of defeat. The only possible reason for doing so in the Dutch case was to support the idea that there might be both a mass modern Dutch Calvinism and at the same time a 'contrasting' lack of modern capitalism. But if this was so, then the idea of any meaningful 'elective affinity' between ascetic Protestantism and capitalism was groundless. Weber could not be expected to proclaim this truth aloud; but like most authors, he could see his own problems -as distinct from those raised by critics -clearly enough. His final significant discussion of Dutch history and Kultur occurs in the 'anti-critical' writings of 1909-1910 -a label given by Weber himself which correctly signifies their essentially negative and defensive character. 58 But although the PE had by now been set aside, the subject was still quite fresh in his mind, whilst his critic at this date, Felix Rachfahl, was a scholarly historian of the Dutch revolt against Spain. 59 
